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Different and sometimes diametrically opposed opinions on the areal posi- 
tion of Armenian have been expressed, due to the fact that different common 
' features are taken or they are variously estimated. This article sums up 
the hitherto available phonetic, grammatical and lexical data. A statis- 
tical analysis of isoglosses shows the degree of proximity of Armenian to. 


each of the other Indo-European languages. 


Since G. Hubschmann'’s statement (1975, 5-45} to the effect that 
Armenian forms an independent branch of the Indo-European languages, apart 
from Iranian, the question has arisen about the position of the Armenian 
language in those. languages and the degree of its proximity to any of them. 
Hübschmann himself has come to the conclusion that Armenian occupies a 
middle position between the Iranian and Balto-Slavic languages. His state- 
ment predominated for a long time in the face of a sharp division of the 
Indo-European languages into centum and satem groups, Armenian along with 
Iranian, Baltic and Slavic being attributed to the satem group of languages. 
It was H. Pedersen (1906, 336ff.) who first questioned the verity of this 
statement. 

A. Meillet, who was the first to apply extensively the principles of 
linguistic geography to the Indo-European languages and make a thorough 
investigation of the problems of Indo-European dialectology (1922,2), 
published a special paper on the dialectal position of the Armenian language 
(1895). He referred to the close relationship of Armenian to the Greek, 
Aryan and Balto-Slavic languages. In his conclusions concerning the Indo- 
European dialects A. Meillet relied not only on phonetic and morphological 


but also on lexical material. 
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The statement about the close proximity of Armenian to Greek has re- 
mained unchanged in all further investigations. Rather constant is the 
stztement about the significant proximity of Armenian to the Aryan and 
Slavic languages. Those statements are corroborated by further investi- 
gations dealing with an all-round appreciation of the areal interrelation 
of the Indo-European languages (particularly in the papers of A. Droeber 
and C.D. Chretien, 1937, 1939, who gave a quantitative estimation of the 
‘proximity of the Indo-European languages on the basis of phonetic and mor- 
phological isoglosses, and in the well-known book of W. Porzig, 1954, con- 
cerning the dialectal division of the Indo-European linguistic area) and 
the characteristics of the relationship of Armenian to other Indo-European 
languages. However, in those works some particular statements (sometimes 
diametrically opposed) have been made and separate facts and wordings 
specified. 

Let us. point out some of them. 

_ 1. In most cases there is no doubt that Armenian displays rather 
a close relationship to the Aryan languages not only in phonetic and mor- 
phological but lexical (including exclusive) isoglosses as well. In 
particular, F. Specht (1939) pointed out that the Armenians together with 
the Greeks and the Aryans had been isolated from the Indo-European 
community earlier than others and therefore have deveioped a considerable 
amount of innovations. Though P, Thieme (1954) tries to prove the common 
Indo-European nature of those isoglosses, his arguments are sometimes weak 
and some of his etymologies are not convincing (Makaev, 1967, 453-454). 
Even if we disagree with F. Specht's statement we should note the con- 
siderable proximity of the Armenian and Aryan languages. The exclusive 
Armenian-Indian lexical isoglosses, analysed by Y.A. Khachaturova (1975) 
testify to their late origin resulting from contacts between the ancestors 
of the Armenians and the Indians. 

2. While the opinion about the significant proximity of the Armenian 
and Slavic languages is generally supported by all scientists, the thesis 
about the proximity of Armenian to the Baltic languages seems doubtful. 

H, Karstien (1955) indicated 52 Armenian-Slavic phonetic, morphological 

and lexical isoglosses, in an effort to prove the thesis about the position 
of Armenian falling in between the Greek and Slavic languages. However, 
the question about such a close connection of Armenian with the Baltic 


languages is disputed, for instance, by J.A.C. Greppin (1976 a,b) who is 
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skeptical in this respect and denies any close relationship between the 
Armenian and Baltic languages. The Armenian~Slavic linguistic relations, 
in particular their semantic interrelation have recently become the sub- 
ject of a special investigation by L.A. Saradjeva (1973), who has handled 
the problem in a monograph and a number of papers. 

3. In the above work H. Pedersen points out the rather close relation- 
ship of the Armenian and Greek languages with Celtic. Earlier A. Glaye 
(1902) wrote on the Armenian-Celtic connections. Subsequently the scholars 
divided on this problem. However, it is to be noted that the statement 
about the lack of close relationship prevailed. In a paper treating of 
the Armenian isoglosses E.A. Makaev (1974) tries to prove the lack of any 
special close connections and contacts. f f 

E? Originally no reference was made to the more or less close ties 
of Armenian with German (Cf. A. Meillet, 1895, 153; M. Bartoli, 1931-1933). 
S. Bugge’s paper (1895) is an exception; it contains a good deal of in- 
correct etymologies that did more harm than good to the study of the 
Armenian and German languages, Among the newest investigators is G.R. 
Solta (1960), with his well-known book on the lexical isoglosses of the 
Armenian language, in which he arrives at the conciusion about a con- 
siderable proximity of those languages: the Armenian-German isoglosses 
come next in number to the Armenian-Greek and Armenian-Indian isoglosses. 
Though G. Solta's conclusions are slightly exaggerated, nevertheless they 
lay emphasis on the significance of studying the relations between the 
languages of the Oriental and Western areas. It should be noted that 
A.A. Asmangulian (1952) highlighted the Armenian-German lexical coincidences 
long before the appearance of G. Solta's book. 

5, The views on the Armenian-Hittite relationship are very contra- 
dictory. H. Pedersen (1945,5) and later G. Solta (1960, 471-472) and A. 
Kammenhuber (1961), not only denied any close relationship of Armenian 
and Hittite, but considered them even antipodes--the remotest languages, 
whereas G. Bonfante (1939, 381) advanced a thesis to the effect that the 
Armenian language occupies a position between the Greek and Hittite 
languages. According to our data (Djahoukian, 1970) the truth lies some- 
where halfway: the Armenian language neither displays any close relation- 
ship with Hittite nor is its antipode. 

6. Quite unique is the view taken by H. Pedersen (1906) and V.Pisani 
(1950, 1959, 120-121) concerning the rather close relationship of Armenian 
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and Albanian. In fact, as will be shown later, no close relationship be- 
tween those languages belonging to the satem group can be discerned. 

7. The problem of the Arwenian-Phrygian linguistic connections gave 
rise to a good deal of speculations. Some authors (G. Bonfante, 1946; 
I.M. Dyakonoff, 1955; V. Georgiev, 1957, 77-79; 1958, 141-143, et al) re- 
ferred to some particular relationship of Armenian with Phrygian and went 
so far as to unite them into one branch, others denied the presence of any 
close relationship (G. Hübschmann, 1895, 450; A. Meillet, 1936, 4, 111; 
1912, 7; H. Adjarian, 1940, 133 et al). 0. Haas developed the idea of 
three Phrygian layers and of the proximity of Armenian to the first so- 
called pre-Phrygian layer. With due account of all the data we are in- 
clined in our above-mentioned publication to consider Phrygian a language 
occupying a position closer to Greek and Armenian as well as to the Baltic 
and Slavic languages and somewhat farther from Thracian. 

The relationship problems of Armenian and other languages have been 

discussed, even if inextensively, by the following authors: A. Meillet, 
‘1912, 1913; H. Adjarian, 1912; A. Benveniste, 1936; H. Pedersen, 1941; 
V.V. Ivanov, 1959 - the relations of Armenian and Tokharian languages; 
M. Aghabekian, 1974 ~ Armenian-Italic relations; V, Tomashek, 1893-4; D. 
Detschew, 1952, 198-200; V. Georgiev, 1957, 74-77; 1958, 138-141; G. 
Djahukian, 1970, 44-61; I. Duridinov, 1976, 123ff - Armenian-Thracian 
relations; G. Djahukian, 1970, 66-79, J. Greppin - Armenian-Daco-Mysian 
relations; G. Djahukian, 1970, 7-22, 23-43 - Armenian-Illyrian and 
Armenian-Old Macedonian linguistic relations. 

It is time to sum up the works on the areal relationships of Armenian, 

_eritically analyse the material, single out the most reliable new etymolo- 
gies, compare the phonetic, morphological and lexical data and estimate 
their results. 

For the areal characteristics of Armenian we have drawn up the tables 
of phonetic, grammatical and lexical isoglosses, covering respectively 

27, 35 and 1360 items. Among them 16 grammatical and 86 lexical isoglosses 
are indicated as the most important ones. The importance of phonetic and 
grammatical isoglosses is determined by the degree of their reliability 
and archaic character. To pick out the important lexical isoglosses we 
made use of M, Swadesh's list containing 100 words but excluding the lexi- 


cal units of non-Indo-European origin and the latest neologisns. 
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To ensure an objective estimation of their proximity to Armenian the 
linguistic groups in the tables are listed mainly according to the geo- 
graphical principle--from the South. In the tables of phonetic and lexical 
isoglosses all the groups have been taken into account: Indian, Iranian, 
Tokharian, Hittite-Luvian, Slavic, Baltic, Phrygian, Thracian, Greek, 
Aibanian, Illyrian, Venetian, Italic, Celtic, German. Because of the 
scanty data about the Thracian, Illyrian and Venetian languages, they are 
not entered in the table of. grammatical isoglosses. 

The presence of the areal feature characteristic of Armenian is marked 
by plus (+) and scored one point, the partial presence (incomplete expression 
of the feature) - by plus or minus (t) and is scored half point. To esti- 
mate the most important phonetic and grammatical isoglosses, criteria other 
than those applied to the lexical isoglosses have been employed: in the 
first instance we have in mind the complex of areal features (the coinci- 
dence of meaning, the degree of ablaut, the determinative and the suffix), 
in the second - the degree of proximity of meanings in the case of genetic 
identity. The latter circumstance is due to lexico-statistical consid- 
erations. Doubtful cases or lack of data are designated by interrogative 
marks, which are taken into consideration during the count. 

The obtained data are summed up in the following table, (See Fig. 1) 

The other languages are rated in the following way as to their degree 
of phonetic proximity to Armenian: 

1. Greek 

2. Phrygian 
3. Thracian 
"A, Slavic 

5. Iranian 
6. Baltic 

7. Celtic 
8. German 

9. Hittite-Luvian 
10. Tokharian 
11. Illyrian 
12. Albanian 
13. Indian 
14. Venetian 
15. Italic 





FIGURE I 






























































































































































Groups Number of Phonetic Grammatical Lexical 
of the Indo» general i ae F 
‘European lan\ isoglos. all the most all the most all the most 
guages ses important important important 
ones ones ones 
| Indian 8 6 20.5 | 10.5 653. 5 39 
Iranian 1051 65 (135 | 75 wm 37 
| Toxharian 8.57 7.5? 16.57) 8  |209% 23 
Hittite -Luvian Ai 6.5? 17?! 9.5 148?| 16.5? 
Slavic 11 7.5 13 49 1643.5 
| Baltic 10 d 85 | 2.5 613.5 
Phrygian 12.5? 10.5? | 8? 5? 30.5? 
Thracian 11? 8.5 = - 39,5? 
Greek 14 | 10.5 18 9.5 812.5 
Albanian 8 5 (Sp 3 (2425 
Illyrian 6.5? 7.5? |- = 93? 
Venetian 6? 6? ES - 20.5? 
Italic 6 | § 16 6 598.5 
Celtic 95 55? 105 5 508.5 
German 9.5 6.5 | 6.5 2.5 645 | 42.5 
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Viewed from the angle of most important phonetic isoglosses the posi- 
tion of the Tokharian, Illyrian and Celtic languages had undergone abrupt 
change; the former two shifting closer while the third moving farther away. 

1. Phrygian 

2. Greek 

3. Thracian 

4-6. Tokharian 
4-6. Slavic 
4-6. Illyrian - , = 
7. Hittite-Luvian 
8. Baltic 
9-10. Iranian 
9-10. German 
11-12. Indian 
11-12. Venetian 


13. Celtic 
14. Abanian 
15. Italic 


The other Indo-European languages are tabulated as follows, respecting 
their degree of grammatical proximity to Armenian: 
1. Indian 
2. Greek 
. Hittite-Luvian 
. Tokharian 
. Italic 


3 
4 
5 
6. Iranian 
7. Slavic 
8. Phrygian 
9. Celtic 
10. Baltic 
11. Albanian 
12. German 
The rating remains nearly unchanged (to be more precise, no sharp 
changes are observed) with reference to the most important isoglosses: 
l. Indian 
2-3. Greek 
2-3. Hittite-Luvian 


4. Tokharian 
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5. Iranian 
6-7. Phrygian l 
6-7. Italic 

8. Celtic 

9. Slavic 

10. Albanian 

11-12. Baltic 
11-12. German 

Comparing the distribution of the languages as to their phonetic and 
grammatical isoglosses, the change of the Indian as well as Hittite-Luvian, 
Tokharian and Italic languages is striking; they are much closer to 
Armenian in grammatical than in phonetic peculiarities. On the contrary, 
the Slavic and especially the Baltic languages are much closer to Armenian 
phonetically than grammatically. 

Counting the sum total of phonetic and grammatical isogloases, i.e. 
their common structural proximity to Armenian the other Indo-European 
languages rank in the following way: ) 

l. Greek 

2. Indian 

3. Hittite-Luvian 

4. Tokharian l 

5. Phrygian 


6-7. Iranian 


6-7. Slavic 
8. Italic 
9. Celtic 

19, Baltic 


11. Albanian 

12. German 

Viewed from the angle of the so-called most important features, no 
abrupt changes in the rating of languages as to their degree of proximity 


can be observed: 


. Greek 
. Indian 
. Phrygian 


Hittite-Luvian, 


Tokharian 


Au E o Hä to 


. Iranian 


10. 
11. 
12. 


11 
Slavic 
Italic 
Celtic 
Baltic 
Albanian 
German 


Our data differ to a great extent from those of Kroeber and Chretien 


who rate other Indo-European languages as to their degree of proximity 


to Armenian in the following way: 1-3.Slavic, Baltic, Iranian qu features 
out of 74), 4.Greek (9), 5.Sanskrit (8), 6.German (6), 7.Italic (4) and 
Celtic (3). 


As to the sum total of lexical coincidences with Armenian, the other 


languages rank in the following way: 


1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5, 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
ll. 
12. 
13. 
14, 
15. 


Greek 
Indian 
German 
Baltic 
Italic 
Slavic 
Celtic 
Iranian 
Albanian 
Tokharian 
Hittite-Luvian 
Illyrian 
Thracian 
Phrygian | 
Venetian 


As to the so-called most important lexical isoglosses the tabulation 


of languages looks somewhat different: 


1. 
2. 
3. 
A, 
5. 
6. 
7. 


Greek 
Italic 
German 
Indian 
Baltic 
Iranian 


Slavic 
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8, Celtic 
9. Albanian 
10. Tokharian 
11. Hittite-Luvian 
12. Phrygian 
13. Illyrian 
14. Thracian 
15. Venetian l 

Obviously the lexical data differ sharply from the phonetic and 
grammatical ones and evidently are less reliable for defining the degree 
of proximity. Besides the nature of the vocabulary itself, the unevenness 
of data also plays some role, such as: the differences in the duration of 
written traditions, the number of represented languages in this or that 
group, to what. extent the given language is known, and the degree of the 
influence of the surrounding languages. Thus the written monuments of 
the Baltic and the Albanian languages refer almost to the same period, but 
the Baltic languages have been less subjected to influence and are repre- 
sented by a number of languages; one can't form a more or less precise 
idea of the real number of coincidences between the Armenian and Indo- 
European dead languages in terms of varying data available from those 
languages. 

If we compare our data with those of G, Solta, it appears that the 
list based on the so-called exclusive isoglosses is closer to our list 
than that based on the so-called common Indo-European words. 

According to Solta's data the languages are listed in the following 
way as to the number of their so-called exclusive isoglosses: 

1. Greek 

2. Old Indian 

. German 
Baltic 
Slavic 


Latin 
Iranian 
Celtic 

. Albanian 
10. Tokharian 


wan nM E La 
í 
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11-15. Phrygian, Thracian, Illyrian, Hittite 


called common Indo-European words, the languages are classified like this: 


As to the number of coincidences of Armenian words with the so- 


l. Greek 

2. Old Indian 
3. Latin 

4. Iranian 
5. Baltic 

6. Tokharian 
7. German 

8. Slavic 

9. Albanian 
10. Phrygian 
ll. Thracian 
12. Illyrian 
13. Hittite 
14. Celtic 


The following are the conclusions based on the above analysis: 

1. Among the groups that have living representatives, the closest 
to Armenian is Greek and the remotest--Albanian, as to the sum total of the 
data. Other groups have no constant indices as to the three parameters. 
It is to be noted, however, that the languages of the Western group, es- 
pecially German and Italic, are remote as to their structural features and 
closer by their lexical indices. 

2. Among the groups represented by the dead languages only the data 
of the Venetian language are more or less constant; in respect of Armenian 
it occupies the farthest position. Among the other languages the indices 
of the Tokharian and the Hittite-Luvian languages are more or less 
constant; those languages stand considerably close to Armenian, but by 
their phonetic features they come after Phrygian and Thracian. 

The data obtained are but of a preliminary nature, and we should re- 
turn to them when fresh evidence about lesser-known languages emerges when 
the methods of areal linguistics improve, the specific weight of each 
feature becomes strictly determined and the problem of the criteria of 


lexical data is solved. 
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